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THE CHARGE 
In January, 1989, the Halloween Core Committee of the City of 
Carbondale, Illinois, authorized the staff of the Business 
Research Management Services Institute, housed in the College of 
Business and Administration, SIU-C, to conduct a study that would 
analyze the economic costs and benefits from the annual weekend 
Halloween celebration that has been o,going during the last 
weekend of October in the city for about sixteen years. It was 
the intent of the HCC that the study gather and report on 
economic factors that encompass costs and the apparent economic 
benefits from the annual celebration rather than to emphasize 
likes and dislikes for the event from the citizens of the City or 
from employees of the University. 
APPROACHES FOLLOWED IN THE STUDY 
The cost-benefit study was developed on a macro and micro 
basis, insofar as possible. The macro approach consisted of 
studying the sales taxes earned on sales of merchandise or on 
revenues from services within the 
monthly basis, for the previous five 
to determine th~ monthly inJex to 
hopefully, in order to detect shifts 
that might be traceable to the 
City of Carbondale, on a 
years (60 months) in order 
sales tax collecticns and, 
during the fall of the year 
Halloween festivities. The 
primary costs were expenditures for the festivity itself, the 
cost of additional police protection and cleanup by the City of 
Carbondale, and the incremental cost of SIU-C police protection 
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and cleanup during and immediately following the Halloween 
festivities. 
In order to determine whether the pattern of monthly sales of 
goods and services in Carbondale was typical, similar data were 
obtained for the cities of Mount Vernon and Marion. For 
Carbondale, the sales were broken into total sales, revenues at 
hotels/motels, and revenu ~ s £or restaurants and taverns. In 
Carbondale, it was possible to isolate the sales taxes collected 
on the latter two groups of business establishments due to the 
collection of a city tax of 4% on hotel/motel revenues and 1% on 
restaurant/tavern revenues. 
Thanks are expressed to Mr. Jim Prowell, of the Carbondale 
Chamber of Commerce, and to Mr. Chuck Vaught, Finance Officer of 
the City of Carbondale, for their able assistance in providing 
useful information. Thanks are also expressed to city officials 
of Mt. Vernon and Marion for sharing monthly sales tax data from 
their respective cities. 
Costs of the Halloween festivities were obtained, largely, 
from reports that had been prepared by the City of Carbondale for 
the weekend festivities for the past several years and by cost of 
ove~time SIU-C police protection and cleanup. A copy of certain 
select reports is shown in the appendices to this report. 
The micro approach to analyzing the costs-benefits from the 
weekend Halloween festivities to the City of Carbondale was the 
development of a series of seven questions directed to the 
business persons in and around the City of Carbondale that would 
shed some additional light 
increased, decreased, or had 
activity for that particular 
as to 
little 
business 
whether 
change 
firm. 
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the celebration 
on the business 
Other questions 
dealt with the change in pattern of customer traffic, number of 
incidents of shoplifting, perceived shift in store item breakage, 
the willingness to collect exact data surrounding such future 
events, and miscellanec•m: information. A copy of the 
questionnaire used in data collection by the three MBA 
research-assistants appears in the appendix to this report. 
In total, roughly 240 business firms in Carbondale were 
contacted and asked to participate in the survey. Responses for 
(at least some of) the questions were provided by 228 of the 
contacted firms. In some instances, it was necessary for the 
data gatherer to make two or three calls on the businesses in 
order to contact the correct person, or to find the business 
owner or manager with the willingness and time to participate in 
the survey. However, the attained response rate of close to 95 
percent is very high, and the merchants in the city are to be 
commended for their willingness to participate. 
Data from the survey were stratified in two ways. First of 
all, the locaLion of businesses was divided into five groups: the 
downtown-strip Carbondale area (S), the University Mall (M), 
Carbondale East (E), Carbondale West (W), and all other locations 
(0). Secondly, the firms were arranged into about 15 major 
industries, inasmuch as there is a strong feeling on the part of 
the research persons that some lines of business probably witness 
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increased sales during the festivities while other lines of 
business see falling revenues during that weekend. The following 
different lines of businesses were included in the survey: auto 
repair, auto sales, bars, convenience stores, department stores, 
entertainment stores (music, theatres, videos, etc.). fast food 
stores, gas stations, grocery stores, health firms, hotels or 
motels, liquor stores, restaurants, retail nto~es and travel 
agencies. 
Summary and conclusions sections follow the major portions of 
the report. 
AGGREGATE (MACRO) IMPACT 
In order to determine the overall impact on sales of goods and 
certain types of services in the City of Carbondale during 
different months of the year, monthly sales taxes were obtained 
for (1) the total of the city's portion of sales tax collections, 
the city sales taxes imposed on restaurants/taverns, and the city 
taxes ~mpused on revenues collected by hotels/motels. Similar 
sales tax data were also obtained for the City of Marion and for 
the City of Mount Vernon for the last five years. The 60 months 
of data were then converted to a monthly index of sales tax 
collections, and the results are shown in Tables 1-4. A study of 
the sales tax data, in aggregate form, provides some interesting 
contrasts for the three cities. 
While the city of Carbondale's portion of sales taxes vary 
somewhat from year to year, dependent upon such factors as 
special events in the City or at the University, unusually heavy 
marketing of certain types of merchandise (such as automotive 
products) and the seasonal retailing of clothing during the 
Easter, back-to-school, and the Christmas gift-giving season, the 
pattern does not show very much annual growth from calendar year 
1984 to 1987. Over this three-year period, sales tax collections 
for the city (1% of sales) gained 6.8 percent. National 
inflation rate was running about 3 to 4 percent yearly during 
that time period so, in terms of real sales of goods on which 
sales taxes are levied, the gain was slighty less than the 
inflation factor. 
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On average, sales tax collections are above average in August 
and September, likely due to back-to-school sales of merchandise 
and to the introduction/heavier-than-average sale of new 
automobiles. December sales tax collection, due to the growing 
popularity of the University Mall, has been (during 1983-1988) 
about 28 percent above average monthly sales. April, May, 
0ctober, and November are about average, while below averaq~ 
sales occur during January, February, March, and June. While 
weather may account for somewhat below average sales of goods on 
which sales taxes are collected for the City of Carbondale during 
these four months, the University holidays that fall in January 
(first half of the month), March (spring break), and June 
(interim period until about June 12 or 14) exert some downward 
pressure on such sales. During such holidays, a small fraction 
of the employees of the University are out of town, but upward of 
75 percent of the student population departs for other locations 
(home, vacation trips, and the like), thus spending their sales 
dollars elsewhere. February is a short month of 28 or 29 days, 
so it is normal for such sales to be about 6 percent less than 
for a month of 30 or 31 days. Severe weather in February may 
also contribute to the low sales in that month in ~aLbondale. 
On a comparison basis, above average sales taxes are collected 
in the City of Marion during 
attributable to heavy Easter 
advertising ~f automobiles), in 
the months of March (perhaps 
sales of merchandise and heavy 
August and September (back to 
school sales and model introduction of new autos), and much above 
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average sales in October and November. December sales, in that 
city, are only average, as judged from sales ta x collections. 
TABLE 1 
SEASONAL INDEX TO SALES TAX COLLECTIONS FOR THE CITIES 
OF CARBONDALE, MARION AND MT. VERNON, 1984-1988 
Month Marion Mt. Vernon C a r b o n d a 1 e 
Total Hot e l/Motel Rest./Tav. 
J a nuary 101. 3 0 ~) 81.1 59<> 93.62 9-o 5 3.3 0% 85.35% 
February 93.00 9 3 .20 84.25 98.06 99.69 
Ma rch 109.89 94.44 93.29 66.55 93.32 
April 87.77 101.40 99.59 117.82 101.34 
Ma y 87.20 105 . 64 98.71 108.56 109.23 
June 95.23 104.70 94 . 92 88.13 95.71 
July 101.39 99.05 96.06 124.50 84.12 
August 104.27 104.67 104.95 124.39 106.90 
Se ptember 103.62 104.98 106.18 125.50 107.87 
October 108.05 97.52 99.30 10 4. 1. 2 105.93 
Nove mber 108.06 97 . 67 100. 21 1 29.23 121.63 
December 100.22 115.59 12 8 .93 S9 . 8 4 88 .89 
For the City of Mt. Vernon, above-average sales tax 
collections occurr e d in Ma y, June, August, September, and 
De cember. During these months, of course, travel by vacationers 
and other motorists along Int e rstates 57 and 64 are much above 
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average. Seasonal sales of vacation items, back-to-school 
merchandise, and Christmas shopping, 
these months. It is interesting 
respectively, are heavy in 
to note that there is a 15 
percent (above average) gain in sales tax collections in December 
in Mt. Vernon, and roughly half the gain in carbondale, while 
December is only an average month in Marion. Marion merchants 
recognize this, of course, and some have tee n working to develop 
a shopping mall near the City of Marion and Interstate 57. 
On a comparison basis, it is interesting to note that the 
sales tax figures are roughly the same for October and November 
in each of the three cities, despite the fact that Carbondale 
sponsors the Halloween festivities during the last weekend of 
that month without such a large event occurring in the 
other two cities. That is, Marion enjoys sales taxes of about 
108 percent of the monthly average in both October and November, 
Mt. Vernon has between 97 and 98 percent average sales tax 
collections for the two respective months, and such collections 
in the City of Carbondale are from 99 to 100 percent of monthly 
average in both October and November. In short, the advent of 
the Halloween festivities in the city of Carbondale appears to 
exert very little positive or negative impact on s~les tax 
collections during October or November. Each week of closure of 
the University (SIU-C), however, does appear to have a negative 
impact on sales tax collections in Carbondale equivalent to about 
4-6 percent. Whether or not this could be made up with special 
events held on weekends other than Halloween in the City, or by 
Table 2 CARBONDALE HOTEL/MOTEL TAX ( 4%) 
MONTH E.t..RNED, 1983-1988 
SEASONAL 
198 3 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 TOTAL PERCENT INDEX 
JAN $5,325 $7,(359 $3,991 $7,631 $4,~26 $28,432 4.44% 53.313% 
FEB 113,697 7,527 11,1314 11,687 11, 38 8 52,313 8.17% 98.136% MAR 8,111 6,410 5,325 10,4134 5,253 35,5(33 5.55% 66.55% APR 10,971 14,622 13,1381 8,702 15,479 62,855 9.82% 117.82% 
HI>. y 9,598 11,7 54 9,795 12,544 14,225 57,916 9.135% 108.56% JUNE 8,176 5, 68 3 8,195 15,883 9,(379 0,(316 7.34% 88.13% JULY 13,474 12,818 14,615 12,364 13,149 66,~20 Hl. 38% 124.513% 
AUG 113,484 15,128 15,752 113,839 14, 154 66,357 113.37% 124.39% SEPT 13,752 9,521 12,969 13,612 17,1399 66,953 10.46% 125.513% OCT 113,1345 113,30 10,5113 12,4(35 12,240 55,547 8.68% 104.12% NOV 13,8 313 12,2130 9,1313 17,727 16,170 68,940 10.77% 129.23% DEC 7,028 7,948 8,112 6,886 113,059 31,921 4. 99% 59.84% 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------$7,1328 $122,411 $121,181 $121,146 $143,857 $132,662 $640,173 100.1313% 12013.0(3\ 
MEAN= 53,348 
CARBONDALE RESTAURANT/TAVERN TAX (1%) 
MONTH EARNED, 1983-1988 
SEASONAL 
1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 TOTAL PERCENT INDEX 
JAN $18,399 $22,171 $21,879 $25,596 $24,354 $112,399 7.11% 85.35% 
FEB 23,8(39 18,304 26,015 313,064 33,091 131,283 8. 31% 99.69% 
MAR 23,125 27,134 22,214 25,896 24,525 122,894 7.78\ 93.32% 
APR 21,498 27,810 27,4136 25,593 31,151 133,458 8.45% 101.34% 
M.:>, y 26,518 22,827 25,4132 36,412 32,688 143,847 9. Hl% 109.23% 
JUNE 22,844 24,969 27,554 23,573 27,1132 126,042 7.98\ 95.71% 
JULY 24,935 17,761 16,398 24,084 27,6134 110,782 7.01% 84.12% 
AUG 25,262 26,990 33 'll8 3 27,348 28,1l92 141l,775 8.91% 106.9\l% 
SEPT 35,737 22,748 31,1l51 22,944 29,573 142, 1353 8. 99% 1137.87% 
OCT 24,789 29,5131 23,884 29,593 31,731 139,498 8.83% Hl5. 93% 
NOV 29,99\l 25,174 31l,824 38, 271 35,936 1613,195 113.14% 121.65\ 
DEC 22,799 25,149 24,1357 24,1l13 21,1342 117, ll61l 7. 41% 88.89% 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------$22,799 $3132,1l55 $289,446 $31l9,723 $3313,416 $325,847 $1,5813,286 Hlll.l313\ 121313.1313\ 
MEAN= 131,691 
Table 3 
CARBONDALE (SHARE OF) SALES TAX (1%_} 
MONTH EARNED, 1983-1988 
SEASONAL 
1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 TOTAL "PERCENT INDEX 
J;,~ $166,557 $175,449 $1813, 7CHJ $220,947 $194,5913 $938,243 7.813% 93.62% 
:::::s 163,0313 1613,404 168,672 172,359 179,862 844,327 7.132% 84.25% 
V'" '0 
• 1.-. ~ . 177, (38(3 197,849 172,556 185,337 202,084 934,906 7.77% 93.29% 
;..?:< 184,531 193,440 210,(382 190,673 219,377 998,Hl3 8.3C3% ~9.59% 
~~~.: 18'5,144 193,406 214,402 203,144 192,196 989,292 8.23% 98.71% 
J0tE 198,603 177,688 1!36,792 187,532 200,664 951,279 7. 91% 94.9.2% 
JULY 189,(366 186,635 187,202 187,624 212,1913 962,717 8.00% 96.06% 
:..t.:G 188,967 181,638 225,700 219,819 235,646 1,051,770 8.75% 104.95% 
s~o"' 207,134 203,716 22(3,442 2C36,09C3 226,742 l, 064,124 8.85% 1136.18% 
OC:T 177,687 1913,292 221,572 183,1813 222,462 995,193 8.28% 99.30% 
~ov 205,233 196,996 194,864 21(3,375 196,873 1,004,341 8.35% 100.21% 
o::c 252.524 268,787 248,562 240,087 282,192 1,292,152 10.74% 128.93% 
S635,444 $2,317,187 $2,335,223 S2,400,190 S2,475,c:J52 $1,863,351 Sl2,v26,447 HlO. 00% 12C30. 00~ 
11EAN = 1 ,002,204 
MT. VERNON SALES TAX 
(Note: Sales before the l. 6% reduction withheld by 
the Illinois Dept. of Revenue for Administration.) SEASONAL 
FY 83-84 FY 84-85 FY 8 5-8 6 FY 86-87 FY 87-88 FY 88-89 TOTAL INDEX 
APR $225,440 $234,428 $184,766 $192,744 $227,024 $1,064,4132 1C3l. 40\ 
M.!>.Y 216,123 224,483 249,541 2(l9,293 2(l9,413 l,Hl8,853 105.64% 
JU NE 245,375 197,710 213,941 213,108 228,9(l5 l,(l99,039 1~4.70% 
JULY 214,820 228,245 186,384 197,796 212,420 1,039,665 99.05% 
AUG 22(3,307 209,595 259,052 195,431 214,316 1,098,'701 Hl4. 67% 
SE?T 25(l,674 245,853 200,467 182,782 222,116 l,Hll,892 104.98% 
OC:T 220,874 209,503 204,955 190,630 197,640 1,023,602 97.52% 
NOV 217,455 216,019 193,220 197,241 201,229 1,025,164 97.67% 
DEC 230,(l95 283,241 232,507 235,324 232,129 1 1 213 1 2"9 6 115.59% 
JAN 142,074 179,075 166,862 177,650 186,190 " 851,851 81.15% 
!"EB 221,840 233,708 188,502 157,531 176,666 978,247 93.20% 
MhR 175,267 225,009 205,982 184,323 200,717 991,298 94.44% 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------$769,276 $2,732,101 $2,559,689 $2,447,154 $2,374,727 $1,713,063 $12,596,010 
MEAN= 1,049,668 
1200.00% 
l00.0tl% 
....... 
0 
1 1 
extending the semester to earlier start or completion dates, is 
unknown. 
Table 4 provides data for "Carbondale Hotel/Motel Tax (4%)" 
for the 60 months ended in November, 1988, with similar 
"Carbondale Restaurant/Tavern Tax (1%)" shown in the bottom 
section of that table. January, March, and December are the 
lowest rental months at · hotels/motels in the City. October is 
significantly lower than either September or November, with the 
four heaviest months of activities being July, August, September, 
and November. A study made by the Carbondale Chamber of Commerce 
suggested that about 80 percent of the hotels/motels in or near 
Carbondale were "sold out" for at least one night of the October 
1988 Halloween festivities. Restaurant/tavern tax receipts were 
much above average in November and somewhat above average in May, 
August, September and October. Such tax receipts were much below 
average in January, July, and December. During two of these 
three months, the University is on holiday for about one-third to 
one-half of the month. Perhaps the unusually hot weather, 
planned vacation and the smaller University enrollment in the 
summer term, combined, account for some reduction in customer 
spending at restaurants and taverils in July compared to other 
months. Ironically, sales tax collections at both hotels/motels 
and restaurants/taverns are better in the City in September and 
November than for the month of the Halloween celebration, 
October. Thus one would again conclude that the festivities, on 
balance, seems to P-Xert little positive impact on sales tax 
.. Table 4 
SALES TAX: CITY OF MARION 
SEASONAL 
1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 TOTAL PERCENT INDEX 
JAN $148,887 $168,242 $167,142 $166,1371 $222,396 $872,738 S.44% HH.3CH 
FEB 155,686 159,128 157,882 172,3513 156,182 8131,228 7.75% 93.0cn 
MAR 190,531 184,708 187,13133 175,798 2138,693 946,733 9.16% 109.89% 
APR 134,374 143,584 161,1367 152, CH9 165,143 756,187 7.31% 87.77% 
MAY 132,1314 133,524 154,685 131,503 199,4913 751,216 7.27% 87.213% 
JUNE 141,843 178,164 168,214 157,556 174,622 8213,399 7.94% 95.23% 
JULY 153,762 1713,1381 191,1342 168,944 189,688 873,517 B.45% 101.39% 
AUG 145,479 183,4813 2132,326 174,925 192,1138 898,318 8.69% 1134.27% 
SEPT 178,892 149,649 164,2135 186,356 213,6113 892,712 8.64% 1133.62\ 
OCT 179,972 189,831 172,1381 188,777 21313,198 93C,B59 9.1313% 1138.135% 
NOV 183,914 174,916 2131,155 171,8113 199,187 9313,982 9.131% 1138.136% 
DEC 174,836 171,388 1713,431 1613,9131 185,8513 863,4136 8.35% 11313.22% 
-------------------------------------------------------------------- ·-----------------------------$1,9213,1913 $2,13136,695 $2,1397,233 $2,13137,13113 $2,3137,167 $113,338,295 11313.1313% 121313.1313\ 
MEAN= &61,525 
....... 
N 
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collection for these recreational types of firms. 
In the section that follow, responses to the questionnaire 
survey, made to about 240 different firms selected from some 15 
different types of retail and service firms contacted in and near 
Carbondale in order to determine the perceived (by the store 
managers or owners) benefits or disadvantages afforded by the 
Halloween celebration, are discus s ed . 
IMPACT TO INDIVIDUAL FIRMS: MICRO ANALYSIS 
About 2~0 business firms in and around Carbondale were 
contacted for information bearing upon the economic benefits or 
disadvantages perceived to be associated with holding the 
Halloween Festival weekend in Carbondale each year. The firms 
could roughly be divided into quintiles as to location, with one 
group being located in the University/downtown-Carbondale area, 
another being assigned to the University Mall, another to 
Carbondale-East, another to Carbondale West, and the final group 
of those located elsewhere. Responses were obtained from some 
228 of the firms, although the managers/owners contacted by the 
three research data gatherers were not always able to provide 
information on every question asked. Most merchants merely run 
cash register tapes on daily sales, while their historical 
financial statements usually reflect sales or revenues by months. 
Thus it is difficult fur a business person, even one willing to 
participate in such a survey, to provide exact sales information 
for a past event. In many instances, only the general 
impressions about the comparative level of customer traffic and 
sales were obtainable; however, most merchants expressed a 
willingness to gather such information in future years, if 
14 
15 
reque5ted to do 50. 
A series of seven questions was directed to the merchants, and 
a copy of the questionnaire survey used by the MBA graduate 
research assistants in obtaining such information appears in the 
appendix to this report. The firms were furth e r subdivided into 
similar types of firms, or into fifteen subindustries, with most 
of the f t rms falling into the reta il trade and service sectors. 
The following two sections shall discuss briefly the perceived 
differences in level of business by geographic location and, 
secondly, by line of business for firms pQrticipating in the 
questionnaire survey in Carbondale. 
Differences by Location. Some 48 
locations participated in the survey. 
felt that the ir sales would decline 
firms from Carbondale-East 
Some 20 of the respondents 
during Octobe r if the 
Halloween Festival were cancelled, 5 thought there would be an 
increase, and s ome 23 expressed the likelihood that there would 
be no change in the sales level. About 90 percent of the 
respondents witnessed no change in s hoplifting or store breakage 
during t h e holida y compared to othe r periods , while the othe r 10 
percent believe d t hem to increase. Little change was expressed 
by the eight responde11ts that reported on the level of weekly 
sales during the week of Halloween, the week before Halloween, 
and the week after Halloween. These figures are shown in Table 
5. About half of the respondents expressed a willingness to 
collect detailed sales figures for weeks surrounding the holiday 
during 1989, if requested to do so, while the balance was about 
Table 5: Questionnaire Results on Halloween Impact 
LOCAi!ON BUSIIlESS SURVEY _NO SALES_L03S NOJHHGE SALES_GAIII LOSS_AHNT GAIIl_mT SHOFLIFT DAMAGES PP.E_SALES WEEi._SALES POST_SALES PRE3USi I~EUUST 
AUTO REPAIR 
AUTO REPAIR 
AUTO REPAiR 
AUTO REPAIR 
AUTO REPAIR 
AUTO REPAIR 
AUTO REPAIR 
AUTO REPAIR 
AUTO SALES 
AUTO SALES 
AUTC SALES 
n 
35 
31 
28 
39 
27 
23 
40 
3 
13 
E AUTO SALES 6 
E AUTO SALES 10 
E BAR 95 
E BAR 88 
E BAR · 86 
E DEPT 4 
E E!iTERTAlNHENT 106 
E EIITERHINKE!H 110 
E ENTERT AIHHEIH 111 
E EIHERTAINHEIH 104 
E ENTERTAINMENT 1 
E FASi FOOD 21 
E FAST FOOD 14 
E FAST FOOD 15 
E FAST FOOD 11 
E FAST FOOD 2 
E FAST FOOD 8 
E FAST FOOD 10 
E FAST FOOD 19 
E FAST FOOD 20 
E FAST FOOD 11 
E FAST FOOD 13 
E GAS 51 
E GAS 5 D 
E GAS 44 
E GROCERY 80 
E LIQ UOR 5 1 0 0 • 
E RESTAURANT 7 0 0 1 
$400 
$10,000 
$3,000 
S1, 000 
$0 
E REST AU RANT 44 1 0 0 
E REST AURAIIT 8 1 0 0 $3,000 
E REST AURANi & 0 0 1 
E RESTAURANT 11 1 0 0 $5,000 
E RESTAURANT 35 1 0 0 
t RESTAURANT 37 0 1 0 
E RESTAURANT 46 0 1 0 
E RETAIL 17 0 1 0 
E RETAIL 44 1 0 0 
E RETAIL 0 0 
$1 '000 
N 
N . 
N 
H 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
I 
N 
H 
N 
N 
N 
N 
$2,000 N 
H 
K 
N 
N 
N 
H 
$0 N 
I 
H 
I 
H 
H 
H 
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H 
K 
N 
N 
N 
N 
I 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
H 
H 
N 
N 
N 
I 
N 
N 
H 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
H 
H 
E RET AIL 32 0 0 N N 
E RETAIL 29 0 0 N H 
E RETAIL 34 1 0 N N 
E RETAIL 15 1 0 N N 
E RETAIL 22 0 0 $5,000 N N 
E RETAIL 24 0 0 N N 
E RET All 45 1 0 H N 
H,OOO 
$10,000 
$15,000 
$4,000 
$1,020 
$868 
$30,177 
$2,950 
S3. 000 
$5.000 
$16,500 
$3.500 
$1,500 
$966 
$33 0 505 
$2,650 
$) ,39t 
$15,000 
$4,000 
suoo 
$1' 002 
S26o350 
$2' 200 
105 78 
40 27 
30 30 
m 
1 '400 2 '000 
POST_CUST PCT_SALES SALES_INC PCUUST CUST_IIlC om_eg 
87 
40 
30 
559 
1 '400 
0. 50 
0 0 10 
0 0 20 
Oo 10 
0 0 35 
1.00 
0 0 10 
Oo 00 
1.00 
Oo 30 
2 0 00 
0 0 00 
0 0 50 
Oo 05 
0 0 20 
Oo 40 
1. 00 
Oo 44 
0 0 40 
0 0 10 
0 0 05 
0. 25 
0 0 20 
Oo 00 
0 0 40 
Oo 10 
T 
F 
0 i 
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I 
F 
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T 
0 
T 
T 
1 T 
T 
l 
0 I 
I 
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I 
0 T 
F 
I 
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F 
y 
I 
I 
I 
T 
T 
F 
T 
T 
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I 
F 
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F 
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evenly divided between those that would not do so or wanted more 
information about the intended usage of the collected data. 
For Carbondale Mall participants, some 13 believed that they 
would suffered sales losses with a Halloween Festival 
cancellation, another 26 visualized little change, and 9 e~pected 
an increase. No dollar figures were provided for weekly sales 
surrounding the Halloween Festival week. Fourteen ·Of the 48 
participants expressed a willingness to collect sales figures, by 
week, during the 1989 Halloween Festival and the weeks preceding 
and following the event if requested to do so. About 65 percent 
of the others were not willing to do so while 35 percent wanted 
more inforamtion about how the data would be used. Details are 
provided in Table 5. 
Some 37 ·firms that participated in the questionnaire survey 
were located in "other miscellaneous'' parts of the City. Some 19 
believed that sales losses would occur due to the . Halloween 
Festival cancellation, 14 believed there would be no change, and 
four reported anticipated increases. However, of the seven such 
firms that reported weekly sales surrounding the festival we e k, 
sales were substantially (about one-third) larger during the week 
of Halloween than either the week before or art e r . t~at activity. 
Some 15 of the respondents appeared willing to collect weekly 
sales data for the three weeks surrounding the 1989 Halloween 
Festival if requested to do so. Fourteen did not wish to collect 
such data, and the balance said that more information was needed 
before a decision could be reached. Details of the results of 
Table 5--Continued 
LOCATION BUSINESS SURVEY _NO SALES_LCSS NOJHANGE SALES_GAIN LOSS_AHNT GAIH_AHNT SHOPLIFT CAHAGES PRE_SALES WEEK_SALES POST_SALES PRE_CUST WEEKJUST POST_CUST PCT_SALES SALES_INC PCT _CUST CUST_INC DATAJ9 
H DEPT 2 0 0 N N 0. 39 0 0 F H DEPT 1 0 0 $0 $0 I N 0. 15 0 T H . ENTERTAINMENT 108 0 1 I F H FAST FOOD 1 0 1 N N H F~ST FOOD 6 I H FAST FCGO 5 o. 1 0 T H FIST FOOD 1 0 1 0 i H RESTAURANT 3 0 1 0 0. 20 I H REST AURm 33 1 0 0 T H RETAIL 30 0 1 0 N H F H RETAIL 29 0 1 0 N N F H RETAIL 28 1 0 0 $5, 000 N H $0 $0 to 0. 35 T H RETAIL 25 1 0 0 I N 0. 20 T H REi Ail 27 0 1 0 N H F H RETAIL 5 0 1 0 H N I H RETAIL 33 0 1 0 N H F H RETAIL 32 1 0 0 I I 0.70 T H RETAIL 8 
H RET AIL 31 0 1 0 N N T H RET AIL 21 1 0 0 H H F H RETAIL 35 0 1 0 N H I H RETAIL 9 0 0 1 N H I H RETAIL 34 1 0 0 I N F H RETAil 3 1 0 0 I I F H RETAIL 15 0 1 0 H N F H RETAIL 12 0 1 0 H H T H RETAIL 1 0 0 1 N H 0. 50 T H RETA IL 14 0 1 0 N H F H RETAIL 18 0 1 0 I H I H RETAIL 37 1 0 0 N H 0. 03 F H RETAIL 11 0 0 1 N N 0.12 I H REi All 4 0 1 0 H N T H RETAIL 42 1 0 0 N N T H P.El All 38 1 0 0 I H RETAIL 26 0 0 1 N N F H RETAI L 36 0 0 1 N H T H RET AIL 40 0 1 0 H N F H RETAIL 10 0 1 0 N H F H RETAIL 19 0 1 0 N H 0. 45 F H RETA IL 13 0 1 0 N N F H RET All 41 0 1 0 H N I M RETAIL 23 1 0 0 H N 0. 30 I ~ RETAIL 6 1 0 0 N N 0. 10 [ H RETAIL 39 0 1 0 N N 0. 00 I H RETAil 7 0 0 1 N N T H mm 11 0 1 0 H N I H mAIL 20 0 0 1 N il 0. 40 T H RETAIL 22 
H RETAIL 24 
F K mm 16 0. 40 0. 25 1 T H mm 2 F :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: TOTALS 13 ?" 15 ' oco $0 $0 10 $0 1 .0 
(X) 
Table 5--Continued 
LCWICN BUSINESS SURVEY _NO SALES_LOSS NOJHANGE SALES_GAIN LOSS_AHNT GAIN_AHNT SHOPLtFT DmGES PRE_SALES mK_SALES POST_SALES PRE_CUST WEEK_CUST POST _CUST PCT _5ALES SALES_ItlC PCT_CUST CUST_m DATA_89 
0 AUTO REPAIR 16 1 0 N H T 0 AUTO REPAIR 22 0 0 N H 0. 40 . F 0 AUiO REPAIR 32 D 0 $1 '500 N H $1 '000 $2,500 $1.000 T 0 AUTO SALES 1 0 0 $200 N N 1 F 0 AUTO SALES 35 0 0 $150 I I 0 BAR 93 0 0 N N 0. 40 . 0. 40 0 T 0 CONVENIENCE 70 o. 0 $15,000 H N $10,872 $14,150 $10,254 T 0 CONVENIENCE 71 
0 CONVENIENCE 6& T 0 EHTERAINHENT 101 $21650 $2 ,095 $51041 750 607 11439 0. 20 0. 20 0 I 0 FAST FOOD 25 
0 FAST FOOD 4 
0 GAS 47 0 0 N N F 0 GAS 49 0 0 H N F 0 GAS 46 0 0 N I F 0 GROC ERY 79 0 0 N N F 0 GROCERY 76 0 0 N K I 0 GROCERY 78 0 0 M M F 0 GROCERY 83 1 0 S3 I 000 K N 0. 10 0. 00 F 0 HEALTH 1 
0 HOTEL 4 1 0 0 N N 1. 00 1.00 1 T 0 HOTEL 10 1 0 0 $20. 000 N N T 0 HOTEL 9 1 0 0 $6,000 I $21500 $6 '000 $21500 120 200 120 5. 00 uo 1 T 0 HOTEL 8 1 0 0 I 0.50 0. 50 1 r 0 HOTEL 2 0 0 1 I T 0 HOTEL 1 0 1 0 H N r 0 HOTEL 3 1 0 0 $250 K N $11000 $11000 $11000 160 160 160 I 0 HOTEL 7 1 0 0 $51600 N N F 0 HOTEL 11 1 0 0 $200 I 0.20 0.20 1 i 0 LIQUOR 5 1 0 0 H 0. 60 T 0 . LIQUOR 2 1 0 0 $101000 H I 0 REST AURA NT 26 0 ~ 1 N 0. 15 I 
.0 RESTAURANT 2 
0 RESTAURANT 34 $201000 N N $101000 $30,000 $10,000 3. 00 0 REST AU RANT 13 $1 1000 N H 0. 20 0 RESTAURANT 28 H N 0 RESTAURANT 12 
0 RETAIL 30 0 1 0 N I F 0 RETAIL 8 0 0 1 N I F 0 RET AIL 38 0 1 0 N N F 0 RETAIL 37 1 0 0 N N T 0 RET AIL 33 0 1 0 N N F 0 RET AIL 25 0 1 0 N N $39,633 $331431 $341120 6,428 71 121 6' 297 0.15 0.10 1 I 0 RETAIL 13 1 0 0 $2 '000 N N 0 T :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
TOTALS 19 14 4 $84,500 $1,000 $6) ,655 $89, 116 $63,915 1,458 8, 088 8' 016 10 
...... 
\.0 
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the questionnaire survey from the other stores are provided in 
Table 5. 
Some 38 firms located in the 
area participated in the survey. 
losses would occur if the Halloween 
University/downtown-Carbondale 
Of these, 20 reported sales 
Festival were cancelled, 16 
reported no change, and only 2 reported sales increases. Only 
about 5 perce11t raported an increase in perceived shoplifting, 
while about 20 percent witnessed an increase ln damage to 
property. Some 13 of the 38 respondents expressed a willingness 
to collect weekly sales data surrounding the 1989 Halloween event 
if requested to do so. Another 14 were unwilling to collect such 
data, while the balance wanted more information about the planned 
usage of the data. Details of the survey results are provided in 
Table 5. 
Some 36 businesses in the west side of Carbondale participated 
in the questionnaire survey about the impact of the Halloween 
Festival on their level of business and related topics. Nine 
believed that the cancellation of the holiday weekend would cause 
their sales to decline, some 21 doubted it would make any 
difference, and another 6 believed it would cause their level of 
business activity to increase. About 10 percent of the firms 
witnessed a measurable increase in shoplifting during the recent 
holiday festival events, although increased property damage 
during past Halloween events posed little problem to other than 
one of the firms. Auto sales, especially, appeared to suffer 
drastically during the week of the Halloween Festival. A quarter 
Table 5--Cont i nued 
LOCATIOil BUSINESS SURVEY JO SHES_LOSS NOJHANGE SALES_ GAIN LOSS_AMNT GAIN_AM NT SHOPLi FT DAMAGES PRE_SALES WEEK_SALES POST _SALES ?Rt _C UST WEEKJ UST POST J UST PCT _S ALES SALES_INC PCT_CUST CUSi_!NC DATA_B9 
s BAR 85 0 N N i I s BAR 87 0 N K 2. 5C 2. 50 1 I s ENHRi AINHENT 109 0 N N s 1 '500 $2' 000 SU00 0. 25 0. 00 I s FAST FOOD 24 0 $2 '000 N N 3. 00 T s FAST FOOD 16 0. 00 
s FAST FO OD 0 N I y s FASi FOOD 3 N N 2. 00 F s LIQUOR 1 S11 ' 000 N 0 s 12' 100 $40,000 S12, 40C 3. 200 5' 400 3' 100 1 T s R~STA UR ANi 3& H N T s REST AURA NT 33 
s RESTAURANT 38 $8' 000 N 1.00 I s RESTAURANT 43 N 2. 00 F s REST AURAHT 21 N s 1 ' 000 $5.000 $1.000 5. 00 T s RESTAURANT 4 $100 N T s RESTA IJ RAUT 30 $3,000 N $5' 152 $1 '689 $5. 142 0. 50 T s RE Si AURAHT 25 N 0. 10 I s RESTAURANT 1 N 0. &0 T s RESTAURANT 1~ 
s RETAIL 2 1 0 N N so F s RUA!L 0 0 0 N N F s RE TAIL 47 1 0 $300 0 0 1 I s RE TAIL 10 0 0 I h T s RETAIL 16 1 0 N N 1.25 F s RETAIL 0 1 0 N N 0. 30 I s RET AIL 8 0 0 N N I s RETAil 1 ~ 0 0 N N F s RET All 12 0 0 I K F s RETAIL 18 0 0 N I T s RETAIL 22 0 0 K N I s RETAIL 11 0 0 N N F s RETm 17 0 0 N I T s RETAIL 15 0 • 0 so $0 N I I I s RETAIL 10 1 0 0 $2,000 H N 0. 40 T s RETA IL 19 1 0 0 N N F s RET All 13 0 0 1 K I so so $0 0. 33 0. 00 F s RtTAil 2i 0 1 0 N N F s RET All 3 1 0 0 N k 0. 25 1 T s TRAVEL f·O 1 0 0 N N 1 F s TRAVEL 63 0 1 0 N N F s TRAVEL 62 0 1 0 N N F s TRAVEL 58 1 0 0 N I T 
: : :: : ::: :: : : : ::::::: : : ::::::: : : ::::: :::::: ::::::: :::: ::::::::: : : :::::::::: :::: : : ::::::::::::: ::: :::: :::::::: :: : ::: : ::::::: : : :: :::: : ::: : :::::::: : ::::: : ::::: :::: :::::::::::::::::::::::: : : ::::::::::::::::::: ::: ::::: 
TOi ALS 20 16 2 $33,000 $0 $20,952 $54,689 $201041 3' 200 5,400 3, 100 16 
N 
1-' 
Table 5--Continued 
LCCAT ION BUSINESS SURVEY _NO SALES_LOSS NOJHANGE SALES_GAIN LOSS_AHNT GAIN_AHNT SHOPLIFT DAMAGES PRE_SALES WEEUALES POST_SALES PRE_CUST WEEK_CUST POST_CUST PCT_SALES SALES_[NC PCT_CUST CUST_INC OATAJ9 
w AUTO REPAIR 36 0 1 0 N F w AUTO SALES 11 0 1 0 H N T w AUTO SALES 8 1 0 0 t I $781000 $211000 $691000 0 T w EkTERT AINHENT 100 0 1 0 N ~ 
w ENTERT AHIHENT 103 0 1 0 N N I w FAST FOOD 23 1 0 0 $10' 000 il N 0' 50 T w FAST FOOD 22 0 1 0 I N [ ~ FAST FOOD 12 0 1 0 N . N T w FAST FOOD 18 0 1 0 N N I w GAS 53 0 1 0 N N 
w GAS 55 0 0 1 $400 N N 0' 10 F w GROCERY 32 1 0 0 K N F w GROCERY 81 0 1 0 N N F w HEALTH . 2 0 1 0 [ w HOTEL 12 1 0 0 $121000 N 0' 60 0. 60 1 T w LIQUOR 6 1 0 0 I N 0. 35 0' 35 1 [ w LIQUOR 4 1 0 0 $41000 N H $161000 $161000 $101000 11500 1 ' 800 1 '300 0' 20 0. 20 1 [ w RESTAURANT 5 1 0 0 N N I w RESTAURANT 24 1 0 0 N N F w RESTAURANT 27 
w REST AURAIH 18 0 1 0 N N I w RESTAURANT 22 0 1 0 H N I ~ RETAIL 9 0 1 0 N N [ w RETAIL 5 0 1 0 K N F w RETAIL 1 0 1 0 N N T w RETAIL 14 0 1 0 N N T w RETAIL 28 0 1 0 N N F w RETAIL 49 1 0 0 $350 N N F w RETAIL 36 0 0 1 H N F w RETAIL 14 0 1 1 N N F w RETAIL 20 0 1 0 N N F w RETAIL 43 0 1 0 N N T w RETAIL 0 0 1 N N 0' 30 F w mm 21 0 1 0 N N T w RET All 7 0 0 1 $200 I N 0' 02 0' 02 0 T w REi All 6 0 0 1 N N 0' 25 I 
::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
TOTALS 21 6 $25,350 1.500 $600 $94 ,000 $37.000 $79.000 1 '800 1 '300 
N 
N 
of the respondents expressed a 
sales figures for the weeks 
Festival if requested to do so, 
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willingness to collect weekly 
surrounding the 1989 Halloween 
while a majority of the balance 
did not wish to participate in such collection. Details of the 
results of the survey are provided in Table 5. 
Differences for Business Types. Major perceived changes in 
sales should the Halloween Fe stival be cancelled, along with 
other related questionnair e -coll e c t ed information on the 
respondents, are provided for the firm s , arranged by types of 
busines s es, in the s t a t e me nts that follow. In all, the 
respondents we re subdivided into 15 different groups of firms. 
1. Of the 12 auto repair firms that participated, eight 
believed such a cancellation of the festival would not impact on 
their sal e s level. Three thought it would r e duce their sale s . 
Little change was witnessed in sales during the week before, week 
of, or week after Halloween by the reporting firms. 
2. Some nine auto sales firms provided survey data, with 
three estimating a sales decline if the Halloween event were 
cancelled. Five estimated no change. 
3. Of the six bar owners who participated in the surve y, two 
believed that cancellation of the Halloween F ~ stival would 
adve rsely affect sales, two believed it would have little impact, 
and the other two did not have an opinion. Sales figures 
surrounding the even t were not provided by the bar 
owners/manage rs. 
4. Three convenience store managers/owners respond e d to the 
24 
survey questions, although only one believed that cancellation of 
the Halloween Festival would adversely affect sales. 
5. Three department stores provided information on the 
Halloween impact survey. Two believed that the festival 
decreased sales while one believed that it increased sales. None 
of the three firms provided sales data for weeks around the 
activity, and only one of the three was willing to collect such 
data in 1989 if requested to do so. 
6. Ten entertainment firms repli e d 
Halloween Festival weekend survey. One 
to ques tions on 
believed that 
the 
the 
cancellation of the Holiday would adversely affect its sales, 
seven saw little change from such a cancellation, and two 
believed that such would increase their sales. For these firms, 
revenues (or sales) were substantially higher during the week 
after Halloween than the week of or the week before, but this 
could be due to factors completely unrelated to Halloween. 
7. Twenty fast-food vendors participated in the survey. Half 
of the respondents felt that cancellation of the Halloween 
Festival would reduce their sales for that week, while the other 
half estimated no change would occur. 
8. s~ven gas station owners/managers participated in the 
survey. Two believed that cancellation of the Halloween Festival 
would reduce their sales, one believed that it would increase his 
sales, and the other four believed it would make little 
difference in their sales level. 
9. Six of the seven grocery store managers asked to 
Table 6: Questionnaire Results on Halloween Impact 
BUSINESS LOCATION SURVEYJO SALES _LOSS NO_CHANGE SALES _GAIK LOSS_AKNI GAIN _ANN! SHOPLIFT DAMAGES PRE_SALES VEE !_SALES POST _5ALES PRE_CUSJ WEEK_CUSI POST _CUST PCT_SALES SALES_INC PCT_CUSJ CUSI_INC DATAJ9 
AUTO REPAIR E 13 0 0 1 11,000 14.000 13.500 14,000 lO 2T 40 I AUTO REPAIR E 38 0 0 K N 11 ,000 ll ,COO 13 ,i50 T 
AUTO REPAIR E 31 0 0 M K 110 ,000 15 ,000 P ,ill 105 78 87 0.50 0.15 0 I 
AUTO REPAIR E 35 0 0 K H F 
AUTO REPAIR E 40 0 0 N H 
AUTO REPAIR E 17 0 0 H H 
AUTO REPAIR E 39 1 0 1400 H H 115 ,000 116,500 115 ,000 0.10 
AUTO REPAIR E 18 0 0 H H 
AUTO REPAiR 0 . 11 1 0 H H 0.10 
AUTO REPAIR 0 16 0 0 M H 
AUTO REPAIR 0 31 1 0 f1,500 N H 11,000 11, 500 11 ,DOO 
AUTO REPAIR ~ 36 0 0 H F 
::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~:::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
8 1 11.900 11 ,000 134 ,000 130,500 13 1,414 115 105 117 
BUSINESS LOCATION oURVEY)O SALES_LOSS NO_CHANGE SALES_GAiN LOSS)KKI GA!N_AHNT SHOPLIFT DAMAGES PRE_SALES VEEK_SALES POSI_SALES PRE_CUST ~EEK_tUST POSI_CUSI PCT_SALES SALES_INC PCT_CUSI CUST_INC OATA_89 
AUTO SALES E 10 T 
AUTO SALES E 9 0 
AUTO SALES E 13 
30 
T 
AUTO SALES E 6 30 30 T 
AUTO SALES E 3 
AUTO SALES 0 35 $150 I 
AUTO SALES 0 1 1100 1 F 
AUTO SALES ~ 11 I 
AUTO SALES ~ 8 1 0 0 I I 118.000 111, 000 169,000 0 I 
: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
1950 10 IIB .OOO 111, 000 16 9,000 JO 30 30 
BUSINESS LOCATION SURm_NO SALES_LOSS NO_CHANGE SALES_GAIN LOSS)HNI GAIN_I.KHI SHOPliFT DAMAGES FRE_SALES WEE!_SALES POST_SALES PRE_CUSI WEEK_CUST POSI_CUST PCT_SALES SALES_INC PCT_CUSI CUSt_lNC DAIA_89 
BAR E 95 0 N 
BAR E 88 N 0.10 0.10 1 I 
BAR E 86 N T 
BAR 0 93 H 0.40 0.40 0 I 
BAR S 85 N 1 I 
BAR S 81 ! 1:50 1.50 1 I 
::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
10 10 ID 10 lu 3 
BUSINESS LOCATION SURVEY_NO SALES_LOSS NOJHANGE SALES_GAIN LOSS_AMNI Gm)HNI SHOPliFT DAMAGES PRE_SALES WEEK_SALES POST_S ALES PRE_CUST WEEK_CUST POST_CUST PCT_SALES SALES_INC PCT_CUST CUST_INC DATAJ9 
COK'IENIEm 0 71 
CONV ENIENCE 0 66 l 
CCIIVENIENCE 0 70 1 0 115, 000 110 ,8 72 111, 150 11 0,154 I 
= = = = = = =,, =,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ,, , , , , , ,, = = =, = = = = ~,, = == = = = = = = = = == = = = = = o = = = ~ 15 ~ ooo = = = = = = = = ~o = = = = = = == = = = = == = = = = = = ~ 1 o ~111 = = = = 1 ~ ~ ~ 15 o = ==, ~ 1 o ~2 5 ~= , == = == === = ==== ==== == = = = ==== ==== = = ==== = === = = = = == = = = = = == ==== = = = ===== == = = = = = = 
BUSINESS 
DEPT 
DEPT 
DEPT 
LOeATIOM SURVEY_NO SALES_LOSS NO_C HAMGE SALES_GAIN LOSS)MNI GAIH)HNT SHOPLIFT DAMAGES PRE_SALES WEEUALES POST_SALES PRE_CUST WEEK_tUST POSI_CUST PCT_SALES SALES_INC PCT_CUST CUSJ_INC DAIAJ9 
E N 0.10 I 
M H 0.39 0 F 
M 10 10 I 0.1 5 T 
::::::::::::::::·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
10 10 10 10 10 
BUSINESS LOCATION SU P.IEY_NO SALES_LOSS NO_CHANGE SALES~GAIN LOS S_AHNI GAIN_AMHI SHOPliFT DAMAGES PRE_SALES WEE!_SALES POST_SALES PRE_CUST WEH_CUST POSI_CUSI PCT_SALES SALES_IHC PCT_CUST CUSJ_INC D!IA_89 
ENTERAINHENT 0 101 0 0 K 11 ,650 11.095 15 ,011 150 607 1,439 0.10 0 0.10 0 I 
EMTERHI NMENT E 110 0 1 M 11 ,010 11 ,500 l1 ,j00 ·I 
EHIERIAI~MENI E \0 4 0 0 M I 
EN IERIAiNME MI E 1 Q_ C N 1868 196! 11,001 U9 433 559 0 I 
EMIER!AlkKENI E 106 0 I 11.000 N 0 I 
ENIER JA INKENI E 111 0 0 K I 
EMIERTAIMmJ M 108 0 0 F 
m mmmr s 109 1 o 11 ,100 11 .m 1 1.~00 us o.oo I 
ENTER! AINHEMT ~ 1C3 0 0 I 
ENTERTAINMENT • \00 0 0 
::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
10 11.000 16.038 16,561 18 ,843 1.\99 1,040 1,998 
N 
(J1 
Table 6- - Continued 
smms lOW iOh SURYcY)O SAL:SJCSS K:J HI~~E SALES_Gm LCS S_ml Gm_mi SHOPL!Fl DAMAGES PP. E_SALES WEE!_SALES PC:T_SALE: FR:_CUSi WEEI:_CUST POST_t~Sl PC!_SALES SALEU~: Ptl_CUST CUST_INC DAIA_!l 
FASi F00C 
FASi FCCJ 
fAST FCCj t 
F!SI FCCO E 
FAST FOOD E 
FAST Fcog E 
F:S: FC~: E 
F!ST FG: ~ t 
HST FOCO E 
FAST FOOD E 
FAST FOOD E 
FAST FOGO K 
FAST FOOD 
" FAST FOOD M FAST FOOD M 
FAST FOOD 0 
Hli fCC'~ 0 
HSl FOC~ s 
FAST FOOD s 
fiST FOOD s 
fAST fOCO s 
fASl FOOD w 
FAST FOGO w 
FAST fOOD w 
FAST FOOD w 
15 
20 
11 
II 
19 
14 
1'.: 
2 
1l 
17 
8 
1 
1 
6 
I 
21 
( 
16 
9 
24 
3 
18 
23 
12 
22 
1 t 0 N I 1.00 
1 0 0 N N 0.30 
110,000 
11,000 
11 0.000 
0.3! 
! ,OC 
0.00 
2.CC 
0.10 
0.00 
3.00 
2.00 
0.10 
0.00 
= == = = = = = ==== = == = = = = = = = = == = = = = = = = = = = = = = === = ~ ~ = = == = = = = ~ ~ = == = = = = = == 1 == = 111 ~ ~~~ ====; 1 ~ ~~~ = = == = = = = = = == = = = = = = = == ; ~~ ~;r: = = =; ~ ~ 1; 1 == = = =; 1 ~;:; = = = = ~ ~ ~ 11 = = = = = ~ ~ o ~o = = = = = ~: 91 '= = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = lo = = = = = = = = = = = === = = = = = = = = = = = = 
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participate in the survey did so. Of these, two felt that a loss 
in sales would ensue with cancellation of the Halloween Festival. 
Four believed that such action would have little impact on sales 
level. 
10. One of two health organizations participated in the 
survey. Little change was estimated from having or not having 
the Halloween Festival. 
11. Some ten hotels/motels participated in the survey. Eight 
respondents believed that cancellation o£ the Halloween Festival 
would reduce their revenues, one saw little change from such 
cancellation, and one believed that such a chang e would increase 
his level of business. One motel in Carbondale closes during the 
weekend of Halloween due to heavy breakage damage incurred during 
the event of past years. 
12. Six liquor store owners/managers participated in the 
survey. All believed that the cancellation of the Halloween 
Festival would adversely affect their sales. 
13. 
survey 
Some 26 restaurant owners/managers 
data to the researchers. One 
provided Halloween 
half believed that 
cancellation of tl1e festivities would reduce sales/revenues. 
Eight believe d it would have i10 eff2~t, and five believed that 
business would increa s e without the event. Two restaurants 
reported more than a 200 percent increase 
week of Halloween as compar e d to nearby 
in revenues during the 
week s , while othe rs 
reported more moderate gains of about 35 percent. 
13. Of the other r~tail firms participating in the survey (the 
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group by business line), some 27 respondents believed 
cancellation of the Hallowe en Festival would decrease 
14 believed it would increase sales, and the largest 
number, 49, thought it would have no impact on sales level. 
15. Of the four travel agencies participating in the 
questionnaire survey, two thought that the cancellation of the 
Halloween Festival would reduce revenues. The other two doubted 
s uch action would change their level of revenues. 
COST OF CARBONDALE HALLOWEEN FESTIVAL WEEKEND 
Cost of the Halloween Festival weekend can be determined by 
analyzing three cost reports from the following sources: the City 
of Carbondale, the Operations Vice President of SIU-C, and the 
director of the Carbondale Chamber of Commerce. 
Over the 1982-1988 period, the Halloween cost to the city of 
Carbondale rose from $10,450 to $17,892 (net of vendor fees for 
rental of booths). A major portion of this increase was for the 
cost of public works (or cleanup after the festivities). Details 
of this cost are shown in an appendix table. According to 
reports developed by the Campus Security at SIU-C, the cost of 
overtime wages for the Halloween weekend amounted to $9,743 in 
1988, slightly lower than the $10,619 figure for 1987. Grounds 
cleanup and the electrical safety tent cost an additional $1,070 
in 1988. Other costs were borne by th~ Halloween Core Committee, 
which can be viewed in the 1988 budget for the activity. While 
about one half of the total $22,050 budget was allocated to 
safety, other major expenditures included the cost of chemical 
toilets ($3,000), entertainment ($2,750), parade ($1,500); 
costume contest ($1,000) ctnd other less expensive endeavors. A 
portion of the cost of the activities was borne by donations and 
collections from certain booth rentals and licensing of certain 
vendors. 
Total out-of-pocket costs in 1988 for the Halloween Festival 
weekend appear to be .about the following, net of fee income: 
31 
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Expenses borne by the city of Carbondale $18,000 
Expenses borne by the University 11,000 
Other expenses: Core Committee, C of c, etc 11,000 
Total costs, net of fee collections $40,000 
Expenses to the Halloween Festival included certain items not 
included in the above, such as medical care provided with more 
ambulance runs, increased usage of police and firefightin0. 
equipment, and the value of the time committed by the planning 
committee (Halloween Core Committee). Moreover, substantial 
costs would have been incurred by the persons arrested during the 
festivities due to underage possession or consumption of 
alcoholic beverages, reckless conduct (e.g., throwing of beer 
cans and other dangerous objects), disorderly conduct, and other 
less-frequently-occurring reasons for arrest. The number of 
arrests fell from 248 in 1987 to 191 in 1988, but a portion of 
this decline may have been due to the usage of somewhat fewer 
policemen in 1988 than in 1987. In 1986, by contrast, arrests 
amounted to 251. For these years, about 25 to 35 percent of the 
arrests were of SIU-C students. The amount of fines collected 
from such arrested persons is unknown at the writing of this 
report. 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
On balance, sales tax collections over December 1983 through 
November 1988 grew but at a lesser rate than did inflation as 
measured by the changes in the Consumer Price Index. 
Carbondale's sales taxes are above average in August, 
September, and December and bela~ average in January, February, 
March, and June. Other months sho~ about average sales tax 
collections, including October and November of most years. 
Marion, Illinois, ~itnesses some~hat different months of high 
and average sales tax coll e ctions than does Carbondale, with 
March being above average (in Marion) and December being about 
average. Spring break in Carbondale, with the mass exodus of 
persons from the city, likely accounts for some shortfall in 
sales, and thus sales taxes, in Carbondale during March, while 
the University Mall attracts shopping customers from many nearby 
communities in December. 
The pattern of heavy sales tax collections in Mt. Vernon is 
biased toward back-to-school months (August and September) and to 
Christmas shopping in December. Sales-tax collections in Mt. 
Vernon are virtually identical in October and November, 
though it sponsors no Hallowee~ Festival. 
even 
In the three respective cities--Carbondale, Marion, and Mt. 
Vernon--the sales tax indices for collections are virtuall y the 
same in October as in November, despite the occurrence of a large 
Halloween Festival in one of the three cities, Carbondale. 
Despite the Halloween Festival weekend in Carbondale in late 
33 
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October of recent years, the collection 
less than in September and November. 
of motel/hotel taxes is 
Other events, such as 
musicals, circus visits, or sports events, might be considered on 
other October weekends in order to attract crowds of visiting 
participants, and thus stimulate spending of dollars by persons 
living outside the immediate area, should the Halloween Festival 
be reduced in scope. 
The restaurant/tavern taxes collected in Carbondale decline, 
on balance, from 108 percent of the monthly average in September 
to 106 percent of average in Octobe r. The taxes collected then 
rise to 122 percent of monthly average in November. While some 
fast-food vendors report an increase in sales during Halloween 
Festival weekend, on balance, the industry suffers in reduced 
sales during tha t mont h . 
Abou t 45 perc en t of the management for responding firms in 
East Carbo nd a l e b e lieved t h a t c a nc e ll a tion of the Ha ll oween 
Festival would reduce s a l es , a s imilar ratio estimated no change 
from such action and abou t 10 percent believed that sales would 
be higher without the event. 
More than half of the University Mall business respondants 
foresaw little impact on sales due to the event~s proposed 
cancellation. About 30 percent beli e ved that sales would decline 
while 20 percent thought they would increase without the 
festival. 
About 55 percent of the University/downtown-Carbondale 
merchant s be lieve that the Halloween Festival increases sales. 
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Except for 5 percent that are adversely affected, the balance 
foresaw little change in sales with or without the event. 
A majority of the business merchants on the West side of the 
city foresaw litle change in the level of business due to the 
Halloween Festival. 
The types of firms that appear to benefit most from a 
Halloween Festival include: f a 8t~food vendors, hotels/motels, 
liquor stores (but not bars), restaurants, and travel agencies. 
The cost of the Halloween Festival weekend to the City of 
Carbondale, the University, and to merchants through the Chamber 
of Commerce appeurs to be in the vicinity of about $40,000 
yearly. The major costs are for police and fire protection, 
cleanup after the event, and crowd control. Arrests of SIU-C 
students are about 27 to 35 percent of the total, running about 
250 year ly during recent years in total, with more than half the 
arrests being for underage drinking or possession of alcoholic 
beverages. The nex t highest incidence of arrest has been for 
reckless behavior, such as the thr owing of beer cans or other 
dangerous objects. 
CONCLUSIONS 
While certain lines of businesses witness substantial 
increases in sales attributable to the Halloween Festival in 
Carbondale (e.g., fast-food vendors, hotels/motels, liquor 
stores, restaurants, and some travel agenc~es), the majority of 
the participants in a questionnaire survey made to about 240 
36 
firms (with 228 responses) did not believe that the 
discontinuance of the Halloween Festival would adversely affect 
the level of their sales in October. 
Gross sales-tax-collection figures for three Southern Illinois 
cities suggest little change in October and November levels of 
sales with or without sponsorship of a large event, such as the 
Halloween Festival weekend in Carbondale. 
Closure of the University for a week or two did appear to have 
an adverse affect on sales tax collections to the City. Thus it 
appears appropriate to plan some type of fall replacement 
amusement or recreation activities with regional appeal should 
the Halloween Festivities weekend be reduced in scope during 
future years. 
Appendix 
An Ana l.ys is of the Economic Impact of the Halloween CeJebra t.i on 
on the City of Carbondale 
The Core Committee plans to rnali:e a recommendation by the end of 
February on whether or not Halloween should be continued and the 
.,. · information guthered from this survey will be used to form their 
recommendation. The Core Commit tee consists of rept·esen tat i ves 
from the University, the City of Carbondale, and Carbondale 
business ot.rtters. If you have any questions concerning the 
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Jlalloween Cure Committee, please contact Sam HcVay at 453-3311 or 
Jim Pr0lve11 at the Carbondale Chamber of Comme ::-ce. 
1n Analysis of the Economic Jmpact of the Halloween Celebration 
on the City of Carbondale 
The H a 11 Olv e e n Co r e Com 111 i t t e e has as lc e d the s t a f f o f the I.lu s i 11 e s s 
Hesearch Center at SlUC to assist them by surveyin~ local 
businesses and determinin~ the true economic impact of Halloween 
on Carbondale's economy. Hy participating in the survey you can 
be sure that any decisions that are made will talce into 
cons i d c r n t i on h o lv t. he can r. e 11 a ti o 11 o r con t i nun n c c o f the 
i i a 11 o IV e e n c e I e b L' a t i o n H i I J 11 t' f C' c t y o 11 • In o t·d e r for this 
perspective to be considered, t.•e need your input. \Vi t h 0 u t i t ' 
the decisions Hill dominated Ly dnta received from sources other 
than businesses in the comrn1111i ty. 
Line ot Uusiness · -- ···---·---·-·;-··--- ·· _ Location -~- - Number 
An Analysis of the Economic lmpact of t.he llallowecn Celebration 
on the City of Carbondale 
J. lt" the JlaJ.loh'een fcst.i,·ities ill Carl>o11dalc nrc discontinued, 
tv h a t o v e ,. [d 1 i 111 p a c t d o y o 11 t" e e 1 i t w o u 1 d h a v e o n yo u r 
business? 
Loss of sales of: S 
No apJ,Jrecinble change 
A l;{r.lirl in sales of: $ 
::::. Did your business Hitness any perceptive chan~e in 
shoplifting during the t>eelc of the llalloh'een celebration'! 
J. 
Vee rease ____ No Change 
Increase Don't Know 
Did your business \o.'itness any perceptive change in 
dama~es d11ring the l>eeli: of the llallo1veen celebration? 
LJecrease 
lJJcreasc 
____ No Chnnge 
Von't Know 
.J, To determine the 'J'O'J'/\L economic irnpnct on Carbondale, it is 
imperative that h'C collect sales data for the Heel\s 
A. 
B. 
s u r r o un d i n g t he II a 1 l o '" e c n c e 1 e IJ r n t i on o r f o r an o v e r a 11 
percentage incr·case/dccJ·ease in revenues durin~ the Heek of 
llallotveeu. !Jlease s11pply this information as accurately as 
possible. (All infot·mation tvill be 1\ept strictly 
c o n f i d e n t i a 1 a n d tvi 1 1 b e u s e d f o r s t n t. i s t i c n 1 p u r p o s e s 
only. J 
S Sales 
# of Uuying Cusl.omeJ'S 
$ Sales i n c ,. e a .s e Ide c rea s e 
# of Buying Customers increase/decrease 
6 • W o u .l d you be w i 1 1 i n !.{ to I\ e L' p d a t n on do 1 ln r sa l e s n n d 
customer trnffic foL' Lhc upr.:orning- Jlalloh'c-en celebration? 
-·-·---- yes no need more information 
7. Vo you have any othcL· infol'lnation conccrning !.he ccono11Jic 
i Ill p a c t o f II a 11 o '" e e u t h a t you w o u J d 1 i k e to pres en t to L he 
H a 1 .l o IV e en Co r e Co 111m i t t e e '! 
----·-··---··-- - - - ·· -·---·----- ·- ····· ----·- -
J.nitials 
Prepared by the SlUe Sl.llJC U2/U~/8!1 
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CITY OF CARBONDALE, ILLINOIS 
HALLOWEEN COSTS 1982 -1988 
NOVEMBER 22, ~988 
DEPT/DIV/ACTIVITY 1988 1 9 87 1 9 86 
39 
1985 1 9 8 4 1983 1 9 82 
---------------------------------------------------------------------
PUBLIC WORKS 12337 11532 1 1 1 4 7 8 41 4 7 96 3 5552 3 950 
POLICE 6122 7069 7336 8000 6244 6ll79 5500 
FIRE 361 454 372 0 0 0 0 
CODE ENFORCEMENT 471 441 577 420 800 1640 1000 
GRAND AVE STAGE/ELEC 222 841 0 0 0 0 0 
MISCELLANEOUS 194 50 0 0 0 0 0 
---------------------------------------------------------------------TOTAL COST 19707 20387 191.!32 16834 15007 13671 10450 
LESS: VENDOR FEES 1 81 5 1365 1090 1900 1500 4100 0 
---------------------------------------------------------------------NET COST TO CITY 17 892 19022 1 83 42 14934 13507 
NOTES: 
(1) The Fire Department did not incur any overtime 
lab~r expenses ~rior to 1986. 
(2) The costs for the Grand Avenue stage construction 
and electricity as well as the Miscellaneous costs were 
not reported prior to 1987. 
(3) Miscellaneous includes printing, postage and banner 
hanging. 
9 57 1 10450 
TO: 
FROM: 
SUBJECT: 
Southern Illinois 
University at Carbondale 
Carbondale, Illinois 62901 
Security Office 
November 01, 1988 
Whom It May Con~ ~./1 
Robert S. Har~? /
Director of Security 
Overtime for Halloween, 1988 
The following are the overtime hours and wages earned by the non-exempt 
Se'curity personnel working to preserve safety and security for all 
people during Halloween-1988 on October 28 and October 29, 1988: 
October 28, 1988 
32 Police Personnel 
18 Saluki Patrolpersons 
October 29, 1988 
35 Police Personnel 
18 Saluki Patrolpersons 
Totals 
184.0 hours 
160.0 hours · 
344.0 hours 
226.5 hours 
142.5 hours 
369.0 hours 
713.0 hours 
$3,916.80 
$ 547.50 
$4,464.30 
$4,790.74 
$ 487.48 
$5,278.22 
$9,742.82 
In addition, we several exempt personnel work long hours to keep things 
under control. Those exempt personnel were Director Harris; Captain Kirk; 
Lieutenants Smith, Hudson and Pearce; and Administrative assistant Lane. 
Rsh: it 
cc: Vice President Dougherty 
Administrative Assistant Lane 
TO: Clarence G. 
FROM: Duane Schr 
Director of 
Southern Illinois 
University at Carbondale 
Carbondale, Illinois 62901 
Physical Plant Office 
February 21, 1989 
SUBJECT: Physical Plant Charges for Halloween 1988 
These charges are as follows: 
41 
1~ Grounds cleanup, Grand Ave., October 29 & 30 -- $ 786.28 
hr 
2. Maintenance area on Acct. #30784 
electrical safety tent 
Total Physical Plant charges --
284.00 
$ 786.28 
Southern Illinois 
University at Carbondale 
Carbondale, Illinois 62901 
Security Office 
November 07, 1986 
'TO: Whom It May Concern ~ 
FROM: Isabelle Throgmor~ 
SUBJECT: Overtime for Halloween, 1986 
The following is the overtime for the non-exempt employees, Police 
Officers and Police Dispatchers, working to preserve safety and 
security for all people during Halloween-1986 on October 31, and 
November 01, 1986. 
October 31, 1986 
48 Police Personnel 
Saluki Patrolpersons 
November 01, 1986 
48 Police Personnel 
Saluki Patrolpersons 
Total 
294.5 hours (38 meals) $5,336.61 
117.0 hours $ 409.50 
258.5 hours 
74.0 hours 
(20 measl) $4,614.40 
$ 259.00 
744.0 hours (58 meals) $10,619.51 
In addition, we had several exempt personnel work long hours to keep 
things under control. Those exempt personnel were Director Harris, 
Captain Kirk, Lieutenants Braswell, Covington, and Smith, and 
Administrative Assistant Lane. 
it 
... 
Carbondale MARCH 23, 1988 
Chamber of Commerce 
ITEM 
SAFETY -
(First Aid) 
(Tent) 
(Campaign) 
HAUNTED HOUSE 
COSTUME CONTEST 
PUMPKIN VILLAGE 
YOUTH PROGRAMS 
SENIOR JUDGING 
PARADE 
SURVEY -
(Economic Impact) 
ENTERTAINMENT 
CHEMICAL TOILETS 
TRICKS/TREATS 
(SIU-C) 
TOTAL 
$ 
$10,500 
800 
1,000 
800 
500 
500 
1,500 
500 
2,750 
3,000 
200 
$22,050 
H A L L 0 W E E N 
1 9 8 8 B U D G E T 
SOURCE 
CCTB 
Liquor Distributors 
SIU-C 
Chamber/Theater Guild 
Chamber 
Chamber 
Chamber 
CC&G, Inc. 
Students 
43 
714 E. Walnut Street 
Eastgate Shopping Center 
Carbondale, IL 62901 
(618) 549-2146 
REMARKS 
$4,500 
3,500 
2,500 
Fees 
Donations 
Dr. Parker's Class 
Budget + Chemical 
Toilets 
SIU-C 
Donations 
ACCREDITED 
C""•MII Of< COilMIM2 
tH•.,••• o• co ..... r• c• 
0' IW ( U N I TfOIT .. 1 (1 
44 
ARREST SUMMARY 
HALI..(WEEN 1988 
LISTED BELeW IS A BRF.AKIXmN OF ALL HAT..LCWEEN RELATED ARRESTS ON FRIDAY NIGHT 
10/28/88, AND SATURDAY NIGHT 10/29/88. BREAKI:lCWN REFLECI'S CURRENT SIUC STUDENTS 
AND ALL OIHERS. 
' 
FRIDAY 10/28/88 SATURDAY 10/29/88 WEEKEND 'IUI'ALS 
SIU SIU SIU 
STUDENT CYl'HER 'IDl'AL S'ItJDENT arHER 'IDl'AL STUDENT a:rHER TOI'AL 
Underage Poss./Consumption 13 36 49 9 55 64 22 91 
Reckless Conduct 2 2 4 7 29 36 9 31 
Disorderly Conduct 0 1 1 3 6 9 3 7 
Resist/Obstruct Officer 1 2 3 0 3 3 1 5 
Public Indecency 2 0 2 0 4 4 2 4 
Possession Cannabis 0 0 0 2 2 4 2 2 
Aggravated .Batt.ecy 0 1 1 1 2 3 1 3 
Crim. Damage St. Property 1 2 3 0 0 0 1 2 
Strongann Robbery 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 
Aggravated Assault 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 
Unlawful Use Weapons 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Unlaw. Deli very Alcohol 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 
Use of False ID 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 
'IUI'AL PER.SCNS ARRESTED 19 46 65 22 104 126 41 150 
THE ARRESTS SHc:mN ABOVE WERE PReCESSED AT EITHER SIU PD, AT THE C' DALE PD MOBILE 
UNIT, OR AT CPD HEADQUARI'ERS. THOSE PROCESSED AT SIU PD WERE (GENERALLY) ARRESTED 
IN THE EAST GRAND AREA OR a:rHER r...cx:ATICNS CN OR NEAR CAMPUS. THOSE PR!X:ESSED AT 
THE MOBILE UNIT OR C'DALE PD WERE (GENERALLY) ARRESTED rn THE AREA OF THE "STRIP". 
BRF.AKIXmN AS FOI.J:.a\TS: 
113 
40 
10 
6 
6 
4 
4 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
191 
FRIDAY 10/28/88 SATURDAY 10/29/88 WEEKEND 'lUl'ALS 
AT SIU PD 
AT MOBILE L"NNT / CPD 
'IUI'AL PERSONS ARRESTED 
Prepared by 
J. Dan Lane 
15 
50 
65 
20 . 
106 
126 
35 
156 
191 
' 
45 
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LISTED BELeW IS A~ OF ALL lWJ.,CWEEN RELATED ARRESTS 00 FRIDAY NIGHT 
10/30/87, AND SA'IURDAY NIGHT 10/31/87. BRF.AI<IX::WN REFLEX::TS SIU SWDENrS AND 
ALL CJI'HERS. 
FRIDAY 10/30/87 
SIU 
OiARGE (PRIMARY) SWDENT OI'HER TCYrAL 
Sinple Battery 1 1 2 
Reckless Conduct 
Aggravated Assault 
Sinple Assault 
2 10 12 
1 0 1 
1 0 1 
Theft Under $300 
Theft By Possession 
Criminal Damage Property 
0 
1 
0 
Criminal Damage Vehicle 0 
Criminal Trespass 0 
Cr.im. Dam. St. Property 1 
Thlia~ulUse~a~ns 0 
Public Indecency 0 
Possession Cannabis 0 
Transfer Alcohol Minor 1 
Underage Possess. Alcohol 21 
Underage Consmption 3 
Disorderly Conduct 0 
Resist/Obstruct Officer 0 
Fight by Agreement 0 
Foss. Glass Container 0 
Foss. Controlled Substance 0 
'lUrAL PERSCNS ARRESTED 32 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
3 
1 
1 
54 
10 
2 
5 
2 
1 
0 
91 
0 
1 
0 
0 
1 
1 
0 
3 
1 
2 
75 
13 
2 
5 
2 
1 
0 
123 
SA'IURDAY 10/31/87 
S'IUDENT 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
19 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
21 
OI'HER 
1 
7 
0 
0 
1 
0 
1 
2 
0 
1 
1 
8 
2 
1 
72 
4 
1 
1 
0 
0 
1 
104 
'IDTAL 
1 
8 
0 
0 
1 . 
0 
1 
2 
0 
1 
1 
8 
3 
1 
91 
-4 
1 
1 
0 
0 
1 
125 
S'IUDENT 
1 
3 
1 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
' l 
0 
0 
1 
1 
40 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
53 
OI'HER TCYrAL 
2 3 
17 20 
0 1 
0 1 
1 1 
0 1 
1 1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
11 
3 
2 
126 
14 
3 
6 
2 
1 
1 
195 
2 
1 
2 
1 
11 
4 
3 
166 
17 
3 
6 
2 
1 
1 
248 
'IHE ARRESTS SHewN ABOVE WERE PROCESSED AT EITHER SIU PD, AT THE C 1 DALE PD MOBILE UNIT, 
OR Nr CPO HF.ACQUARTERS. THOSE PROCESSED AT SIU PD WERE ARRESTED IN THE EAST GRAND ST. 
AREA OR OI'HER I.CX:'.ATIONS 00 OR NEAR CAMPUS. THOSE PROCESSED AT THE .M:)BILE UNIT OR C 1 DALE 
PD WERE (GENERALLY) ARRESTED IN THE AREA OF THE ''STRIP''. BRF.AKI:X::WN AS FOILCJiJS: 
AT SIU PD 
AT .M:)BILE UNIT / CPD 
FRIDAY 10/30/87 
51 
72 
TCYrAL PERSONS ARRESTED 123 
Prepared by 
J. Dan Lane 
SATURDAY 10/31/87 
20 
105 
125 
WEEKEND 'IOI'ALS 
71 
177 
248 
Frida'~ 10/31/86 
Arrests at SIU 
Arrests - C'dale 
Friday 10/31 Totals 
Saturday 11/01/86 
Arrests at SIU 
Arrests - C'dale 
S~turday 11/01 Totals 
WEEKEND TOTALS 
ARRESTS AT SIU 
ARRESTS - C'DALE 
WEEKEND TOTALS 
SIU STUDENTS: 23~ % 
HALLOWEEN 
SIU Students 
11 
14 
25 
SIU Students 
11 
23 
34 
SIU STUDENTS 
22 
37 
59 
1986 
Others 
33 
39 
72 
Others 
37 
83 
120 
OTHERS 
70 
122 
192 
Total Arrests 
44 
53 
97 
Total Arrests 
48 
106 
154 
TOTAL ARRESTS 
92 
159 
251 
46 
Arrests at SIU reflects those persons processed at SIU PD and/or on whom reports were 
written by SIU Officers. These arrests (generally) occurred in the E. Grand area or 
elsewhere on the SIU Campus. 
Arrests-C'dale reflects those persons processed at C'dale PD or the mobile unit on 
Illinois Avenue. These arrests (generally) occurred on Illinois Avenue and surrounding 
areas. 
Some of the information above was taken from the Carbondale PD printout to which 13 
additional SIU PD arrests were added. 
Information regarding SIU Student involvement, location of arrest/processing, and 
officer involvement had to be researched by SIU PD staff. 
D. Lane 
SIU PD 
CARS TOWED BY SIU PD: Friday 10/31/86 
Saturday 11/01/86 
WEEKEND. TOTAL 
= 29 
= 31 
60 (11 SIU STUDENTS) 
f 
J 
' f 
1 
\ 
